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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 11 MARCH 1994 


Dr. R. Sheinin (Vice-Chair); Dr. M. Cohen; Prof. S. Scheinberg, Mr. B. 
Smart; Mr. J. Fearnley; Prof. D. Andrus; Prof. E.J. Sacca; Prof. D. 
Cheeke; Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. G. Auchinachie; Prof. J. Chaikelson; 
Dean R.J. Parker; Dean M. Kusy; Ms. M. Giles; Dr. T.D. Bui; Dr. D.L. 
Boisvert; Mr. T. El Naggar; Mr. S. Yee; Prof. F.D. Hamblin; Ms. H. 
McLeod; Mr. C. Healey; Prof. L. Kryzanowski; Prof. S. McDonough; 
Prof. R.H. Pallen. Dean. C.A. Ross; Prof. M. Brian; Prof. S. McEvenue; 
Prof. J. Drysdale; Dean D. J. Taddeo; Prof. H.B. Poorooshasb; Mr. P. 
Dalton; Mr. P.S. Subramanya. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. P. Kenniff: Dr. C.L. Bertrand; Dr. R. Bonin; 


ABSENT: 


94-3-1 


94-3-2 
94-3-3 


94-3-5 


94-3-6 


Prof. W. Knitter; Ms. K. Henriksen; Me B. Gaudet; 
Prof. M. Anvari; Prof. B. MacKay; Ms. C. Sly. 


Prof. M.O.M. Osman; Mr. K. Blackburn; Mr. R. Hall; Mr. R. Sedra. 
Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. R. Sheinin, Vice-Chair of Senate, at 
2:10 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 

Dr. Sheinin advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and she asked those who were not members of Senate to 
leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 11 February 
1994 were not completed in time for approval at this meeting, and that they 
would be circulated in advance for approval of the next Senate meeting. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Sheinin advised that Dr. Bertrand had submitted information with 
respect to the success of several of Concordia I s sports teams, which 
information she suggested be put into the form of a motion to be entered 
into the Senate Record. 


94-3-7 


94-3-8 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SACCA, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT SENATE: 


- "EXPRESS FORMALLY ITS BEST WISHES TO THE 
WOMEN'S BASKETBALL TEAM AS IT COMPETES IN THE 
NATIONAL FINALS FOR THE FIRST TIME SINCE 1984-1985; 


- EXPRESS FORMALLY ITS BEST WISHES TO THE MEN'S 
BASKETBALL TEAM AS IT COMPETES IN THE NATIONAL 
FINALS FOR THE FIFTH STRAIGHT YEAR; 

- EXPRESS FORMALLY ITS BEST WISHES TO THE WOMEN 8 
HOCKEY TEAM WHICH PLAYS TONIGHT FOR THE 
QUEBEC CHAMPIONSHIP". 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


QUESTION PERIOD 


In response to a number of questions, Dr. Sheinin advised that the Report 
of the Task Force on Senate Reform was presently under consideration by a 
small sub-committee of SCAPP which was putting it in final form for 
presentation at Senate, hopefully at the next meeting; and that the Revised 
Guidelines for the Selection of Senior Administrators which was approved 
by the Board of Governors would probably appear with the Minutes of the 
last meeting of the Board which would be circulated to members of Senate. 


Prof. Scheinberg, noting that last week a sign had appeared - "Lessons 
from Hitler" - on a Palestinian student's booth, that a Jewish student 
wearing a kipah had something thrown at him in the Library and had 
complained to Security, that a bomb threat had been received by the 
Concordia Jewish Students Union, that these events had followed the 
anti-semitic and homophobic vitriol of Khalid Abdul Mohammad at 
Concordia last May, that another speaker from the notorious Nation of 
Islam had appeared at Concordia this past Fall, i.e., Lynwood X, that more 
baseball caps had appeared this week in classes because some Jewish 
students feared wearing their kipahs at Concordia, and that many members 
of the Jewish community believed that it was open season on Jews at 
Concordia and other universities in North America, questioned what the 
Vice-Rector, Services, was doing to further dialogue and understanding 
between Jewish, Palestinian and black students, etc., and what the 
Vice-Rector was prepared to do to assure Jewish students at Concordia that 
they would not be subjected to the forms of abuse to which he had just 
referred. 


Stating that she would appreciate receiving the above comments in writing , 
Dr. Sheinin advised that she had heard nothing about the situation as 
described; that Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, was not present at 
today's Senate meeting; and that she personally was unable to answer the 
question. 


94-3-9 


94-3-10 


In further comments, Prof. Scheinbeg stated that the primary intent of his 
comments was to educate members of Senate vis-a-vis events taking place at 
Concordia University; that the main thrust of his question was to ascertain, 
in view of existing tensions, what was being done to further inter-group 
understanding at Concordia; and that while security measures had been put 
in place, such measures would not have much meaning if Palestinian, black 
and Jewish students were not brought together in some kind of dialogue. 


Stating that while he did not wish to speak on behalf of Dr. Bertrand, Dr. 
Boisvert expressed the feeling that the Vice-Rector, Services, was aware of 
some of the incidents referred to; and he advised that if Prof. Scheinberg 
would forward his comments to him as well as to Dr. Sheinin, he was 
prepared to raise the issue with Dr. Bertrand. He also made a commitment 
on behalf of Student Services to undertake to do something vis-a-vis- 
educating students with respect to the matter. 


Dr. Scheinberg stated that while educating students was a good idea, what 
was badly needed was a fostering of dialogue and bringing people together. 


In response to a question concerning what was described as a "cryptic 
Notice" in the 3 March 1994 edition of the Concordia's Thursday Report 
which had appeared over the names of the Rector and Vice-Chancellor and 
the President of CUFA, and which, it was stated, seemed to be the result of 
an inquiry into an allegation concerning one professor by another, Prof. 
Chaikelson advised that the Notice concerned a separate inquiry and had 
nothing to do with the Independent Committee of Enquiry more 
affectionally known as The Arthurs' Committee”. 


Stating that his Department had asked him to apprise Senate of concerns 
with respect to the Mail Services, Prof. Pallen advised that mail was being 
received only once a day which was felt to be insufficient; that urgent items 
which were sent in by priority courier service were left sitting in the Mail 
Room; that on certain afternoons some of the Mail Room personnel leave to 
undertake Union work, and that while the University was reimbursed for 
the particular time off, the individuals were not replaced; that mail had been 
left sitting in the Mail Room since 24 February 1994, and that 36 bags were 
left to be sorted on 3 March 1994, that as of yesterday there were 30 bags 
left and that four Mail Services employees had to work overtime to ensure 
that they were properly sorted; that the Department of Chemistry and 
Bio-chemistry had advertised for two tenure track faculty members with a 
deadline for response, and that some of the responses received after the mail 
had been sorted yesterday had been sitting in the Mail Room for over a 
week; that in consequence, certain good candidates had been lost because 
they had not heard from Concordia and had accepted other offers; that there 
were various things that could not be accomplished by E-Mail; and that it 
was the feeling of the Department that this was a very inefficient way to 
operate, particularly given the importance of communication in a university. 
He further stated that if in the interest of saving money we had to continue 
to endure an inefficient Mail Service, it would be better to do away with the 
Mail Room completely, which, he felt, would save a lot of money but 
would not allow us to accomplish anything; and he wondered whether the 


94-3-11 


94-3-12 


94-3-13 


University would have to continue to put up with this kind of inefficiency or 
whether something could be done about it. Prof. Kryzanowski also advised 
that it had taken 2 weeks to receive galleys which were supposed to be 
returned within 48 hours. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that she had neither experience nor knowledge of the 
situation described above and was unable to respond to the question. At the 
same time, however, she advised that the comments would be entered into 
the Record and referred to Dr. Bertrand. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. MCLEOD, SECONDED BY MR. HEALEY, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. STANLEY YEE AS AN 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE 
STEERING COMMITTEE, TERM TO 1994, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Revised Honours Regulations for the Faculty of Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PALLEN, THAT THE REVISED HONOURS REGULATIONS FOR THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-94-3-D2, AND AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-94-3-D4, BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


SCAPP Report concerning Academic Planning and Budgetary Processes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY DEAN KUSY, 
THAT THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES CONCERNING THE 
ACADEMIC PLANNING AND BUDGET PROCESSES (DOCUMENT 
US-94-3-D5) BE RECEIVED; AND THAT SENATE APPROVE AND 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED THEREIN. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. 
Judith Herz and Mr. Garry Milton who were members of the SCAPP 
Sub-Committee and were in attendance. 


In presenting the Report (Document US-94-3-D5), Dean Parker provided 
background information concerning its development, including the lengthy 
consultative and input process and discussions with Faculty and School 
Councils, Senate Committees, and academic units throughout the 
University. He also emphasized that a number of issues were raised by the 
document vis-a-vis changes within the University with respect to how 
budgets and academic planning were dealt with, and the linking of the two 


processes; and that the document was particularly timely given the constraint 
that the University would be facing over the course of the next 5 years. In 
response to a question, he advised that all of the submissions from Faculty 
Councils, etc., had been discussed, and that an attempt had been made to 
incorporate into the document the various recommendations that had been 
made. 


Mr. Milton explained in detail the academic planning and budget process 
being proposed, as outlined in the chart on page 11, Document 
US-94-3-D5, emphasizing that one of the underlying principles was that the 
planning process of the entire University had to be driven by the academic 
priorities established by the academic planning process; and that the overall 
process was continuous, open, flexible and cyclical. 


In response to a question as to where in the process a department would 
actually know whether it would be able to fill a new position, it was 
explained that given that the budget did not get approved until the end of the 
Spring Term, the department might not really know until that time that the 
money was going to be available for the coming year. At the same time, 
however, it was pointed out that what was being proposed was a 5-year 
rolling budget; and that the department would have an idea early on in the 
process whether it was going to be able to fill the position, 1.e., the 
department would have to operate on certain assumptions even though final 
approval of the budget might not be given until the end of Spring. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Sheinin advised that initially there would be a 
transitional period, but that once the process was in place departments 
would be looking ahead and would be able to determine a year in advance 
what their needs were going to be, particularly with respect to hirings; that 
the proposed process clearly would not work if a department had to wait 
until 31 May for the budget approval in order to fill a 1 June position; and 
that the system depended upon the fact that what was involved was a 5-year 
rolling process, that the department was planning in advance, and that that 
would be taken into account in the budgeting process. 


In addition. Dr. Cohen advised that in a steady-state situation the odds were 
that what was approved in the budget in terms of a new position might not 
be filled until a year later. ie., you were always a year behind in 
implementing something in a steady-state situation; that, in any event, the 
whole planning process was a 2-year operation in that the plans and 
priorities were identified at the beginning of the process by looking ahead; 
and that while it was possible that certain things that were approved in the 
budget might be referred to as being a year behind in terms of 
implementation, that was not something that could be resolved in a 
flow-chart. He also advised that once a new position was approved in the 
budget, it would be there for many years to come; that in fact, more stability 
would be gained under the proposal because of the 5-year rolling budget 
which would enable some plans to be implemented somewhat in advance of 
what would be the case with respect to the current process; that it was his 
hope and expectation that under the proposed plan there would be 
longer-term commitments within a 5-year period which will evolve as we go 


along. He also advised that the budget commitment for a faculty position 
would remain even if the position was not filled for the following year, i.e., 
in his opinion, there would be a long-term commitment in terms of a faculty 
position. 


Responding to a question with respect to notification of details concerning 
the University's commitment vis-a-vis funds which would be available to 
departments, Faculties, units, etc., for planning purposes, Senate was 
advised that this information would be available at the end of each year as 
part of the annual segment of the rolling 5-year financial plan and also 
through the process indicated on the left-hand side of the chart on page 11, 
Document US-94-3-D5, i.e., such information would be available at the end 
of each year and could serve as part of the departmental planning process 
for the following year. It was also explained that as indicated under the 
development column in the 5-year projection figures contained in the 
Provisional Operating Budget document, the University was committing 
itself to providing development funds to the academic sector ranging from 
$400,000 in the first year (1994-95) to $2,100,000 in the fifth year. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to during the continuing 
discussion included concerns with respect to the protection of departmental 
priorities vis-a-vis effective academic planning and involvement of 
departments in the academic planning and budgetary allocation processes as 
proposed in Document US-94-3-D5; what was described as the unwieldy 
and constraining nature of the proposed process and the danger that it might 
become an end in itself; the proposed creation of two additional SCAPP 
sub-committees, which, it was felt, would encumber the process and reduce 
the immediacy which should exist between the establishment and 
implementation of academic and budgetary priorities; the dovetailing of the 
5-year rolling budget formulation with the process of Periodic Academic 
Appraisal approved by Senate in May, 1992 (Document US-92-6-D21), the 
reflection of the budgeting mechanism with the results of Faculty and 
department appraisals in the 5-year budgetary framework, and assurances of 
coherence between appraisals and operating and capital budget allocations; 
the 1 to 2.5% of annual reduction of the historical budget to produce 
Development Funds without first determining the University's priorities and 
arriving at a strategy for achieving them; the absence of student 
-representation on the proposed Finance Sub-Committee of SCAPP; details 
with respect to the 1 to 2.5% annual budget reduction, which, it was 
explained, was intended to be applied equally to all sectors but not 
necessarily so with respect to individual units within the sectors, and that 
the University itself would determine the actual budget reduction percentage 
each year; the dovetailing of the planning in the academic sector with the 
planning and budgetary processes in the non-academic sector; the manner 
and extent to which SCAPP would be able to acquire, digest and deal with 
the necessary information and generate an operational strategic plan; the 
manner in which the proposed Development Fund for new initiatives would 
be fed back into the planning process and Senate's role, if any, with respect 
to that; the determination of the amount of money to be made available each 
year for the Development Fund, and SCAPP's role in that process; budget 
variances and the ability of sectors and units to carry over from one year to 


the next savings achieved through efficiency, and the need to develop 
mechanisms to ensure that this, in fact, would occur; and Senate's role in 
the process, and possible uneven influence on departmental or unit 
budgetary allocations by virtue of unequal representation on Senate. 


In other comments, while urging members to approve the proposal, Ms. 
McLeod argued that the proposed process for the formulation of a five-year 
rolling budget by SCAPP represented a long overdue step which would 
ensure that everyone at every level would have a strong sense as to where 
money was coming from and where it would be going, etc.; that they would 
not only have a knowledge of that information but also the ability to 
influence relevant decision making; that while effective planning required a 
strong sense of the University's total environment and how it was 
changing, which information was partially covered in Document 
US-94-3-D5, it was important to recognize that this was an area that could 
always be expanded; that the proposal should be approved, recognizing at 
the same time that it represented a beginning, and that as such, it would 
continue to develop and to be added to; and that while it was only a 
beginning, it was an important beginning. 


In response to the repeated expression of concern that the membership of 
the suggested Finance Sub-Committee of SCAPP did not include a student 
representative, it was agreed by the mover and seconder of the motion that 
the phrase "one student representative" be added at line 2, last paragraph, 
page 7, Document US-94-3-D5S. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY 
PROF. OSMAN, THAT RECOMMENDATION 7, PAGE 5, BE 
REMOVED FROM DOCUMENT US-94-3-D5. 


With respect to the rationale for the proposed amendment, Dean Taddeo 
explained that before beginning to mortgage University development for the 
next 5 years, there were some very fundamental questions that would have 
to be answered. At the same time, he argued that while he was prepared to 
revise the amendment to the effect that Recommendation 7 be tabled for the 
1994/95 academic year and be re-introduced next year, it was necessary to 
see the actual parameters that would be driving the University before being 
able to support the decision to take 1 to 2.5% of the capital and operating 
budget from each sector across the University to generate an annual 
Development Fund. 


During the discussion on the amendment, it was explained that the intention 
of Recommendation 7 was to free up money which would be reallocated as 
needs arise; that it was important that the process that was being proposed 
be started immediately; that the removal of Recommendation 7 would 
diminish the integrity of Document US-94-3-D5; that the Document 
contained a statement to the effect that implementation of Recommendation 7 
would have to be handled with care and over an extended period of time 
before being phased in: that the 1994-95 Provisional Operating Budget was 
more or less already in place, and that development funds in fact were in 
place in some other form; that the aggregate budgets for the next 5-years, as 


contained in the Financial Framework document and the Provisional 
Operating Budget, included provisions for withholding $400,000 for next 
year, increasing over a 5-year period to $2,100,000, and that what was 
being debated with respect to the amendment was whether the $400,000 
should be there for next year or whether it should be deleted; that if it was 
determined through the recommendation process and analysis not to 
withdraw the money for next year, SCAPP would decide accordingly and 
the money would be returned to wherever it had been taken form, but that 
adopting the amendment would eliminate that possibility and result in a 
missed opportunity; that the intent was that the 1-2.5% for the Development 
Fund would be withdrawn from the sectorial as opposed to the departmental 
and Faculty budgets; and that a process of re-distribution was important, 
and that a certain amount of flexibility in the process was essential to ensure 
that people at the departmental and Faculty levels would buy into it. 


It was also argued, however, that the issue raised by the amendment was an 
approach avoidance conflict because the University was now in a situation 
in which it has been decided to accomplish savings over the course of the 
next five years, 1.e., cut-backs, and that anything like a Development Fund 
within that context gives rise to a certain mount of nervousness, i.e., what 
was being talked about in Recommendation 7 was withdrawing money that 
was already committed to certain projects within the various segments of the 
academic sector and elsewhere; that much of the anxiety generated would be 
eliminated if the process itself was developed and made public before the 
Development Fund was actually established; that the mechanisms for 
dealing with the distribution of development funds should be in place before 
a decision was made vis-a-vis witholding | - 2.5% of the budget, including 
conflict resolution mechanisms; that there were management information 
systems currently operating in the University which could readily supply 
Senate with very pertinent information which should be made available prior 
to the implementation of Recommendation 7; that there were some very 
fundamental issues that had to be discussed before approving 
Recommendation 71 i.e., over the course of the next 3 to 5 months a hard 
look would have to be taken with respect to the needs of each sector, what 
each sector was doing, whether each sector was getting the support that it 
needed, whether all sectors and units were carrying a fair load in terms of 
teaching credits, graduate student supervision, research funding and 
contract research, etc.; and that there had to be some kind of assurance that 
these issues would be discussed in an open forum and adjustments made 
over the next 3 to 5 months. 


With respect to the latter point, it was emphasized that the process being 
proposed included wide consultation and discussion opportunities. 


It was suggested that perhaps the development monies could be collected 
and set-aside for the coming year until the question as to where and how the 
money should be redistributed had been examined. It was also suggested 
that the amendment be softened by changing it to the effect that rather than 
deleting Recommendation 7 from the Document, the implementation of the 
mechanism for withholding the money be delayed for one year. 


94-3-14 


94-3-15 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. YEE, SECONDED BY MR. DALTON, THAT 
THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


THE MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
DEFEATED, (11 in favour; 14 opposed; | abstention). 


During continuing discussion, it was emphasized that the money in the 
recommended Development Fund would not be leaving the system, but that 
it would remain within the University and be redistributed within the 
system; and that the whole purpose of the proposed process was to address 
the issues that had been raised, e.g., increased graduate student enrolment, 
research funding, teaching credits, etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


THE MOTION TO CALL THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (17 in favour; 5 opposed'. 4 abstentions). 


The mover and seconder agreed that the amendment be changed to read - 
THAT THE SENTENCE "THE MECHANISM FOR WITHOLDING THE 
1-2% OF THE TOTAL HISTORICAL CAPITAL AND OPERATING 
BUDGET WILL NOT BE IMPLEMENTED UNTIL THE MECHANISM 
FOR ACCUMULATION AND RE-DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT 
MONIES HAS BEEN CLARIFIED AND IS IN PLACE" BE ADDED TO 
RECOMMENDATION 7 ON PAGE 5, AND IN APPENDIX II ON PAGE 
16. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (16 in 
favour; 6 opposed; 4 abstentions) 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED AND AMENDED, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED, (17 in favour; 8 opposed; | abstention). 


On behalf of herself and Senate, Dr. Sheinin expressed appreciation to the 
SCAPP Sub-Committee for its work in developing Document US-94-3-D5, 


and to SCAPP itself; and to the entire Senate for the discussion that had just 
taken place. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Sheinin announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm., Friday, 13 May 1994 in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:28 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


